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"OGrady, Martin" <Martin.OGrady@dphe.state.co.us>

"Nabors, Barbara" <Barbara.Nabors@dphe.state.co.us>, "Gander, Craig R."

<Craig.Gander@dphe.state.co.us>

Hi Sabrina,
Attached for your consideration are my comments on the ARR for the Upper Animas.
I had a “General” comment that I cut and put with the body of this email.
General: I believe the study would be more robust if flow data for surface water and adits had been
obtained to allow for loading and mass balance analysis of the data.
I have not delved into the HRS Quickscore. I am not sure if any of my comments might affect the
Quickscore START has done.
Thanks
Martin


DATE:  June 6, 2011 - M OGrady comments on Upper Animas ARR:  

Tables    Please number the pages for the Tables that have multiple pages.

Table 2 – specify that the table presents dissolved metals results.   Also, define RDSC and CRSC in the Table footnotes.  Also in Table 2, what is the significance of shaded cells? (most are 3x and above benchmark, but not all?)  Add to footnotes.  Also please add WQCD stream standards for each metal as a column in Table 2.  

Figure 6 – add “dissolved” to the title.  Add the surface water layer – showing streams and labels.  Consider adding lead concentrations to Figure 2 since this is a significant metal.  Consider adding the major mines and labels.  This is the main Figure for the study and if it could stand alone without needing to refer to other Figures, the document would be improved.

Table 5 – change title to Adit Water Sample Results

Section 11.1 SURFACE WATER RESULTS. First and Second Sentence refers to “action limits” (3x bg and > SCDMs RDSC and CRSC).  CDPHE suggests these are not really action levels but rather a level of contamination (Level 1 pending comparsion with appropriate reference concentration).  But we also question whether these are appropriate benchmarks for environmental targets of the SW pathway for the establishment of Level 1 contamination since the SCDM benchmarks presented are for GW/SW Drinking Water threat not SW environmental/human food chain threat.  Finally, and this is a minor point, SCDM benchmarks are for total metals and the analysis is for dissolved.

Paragraph 3 – says 36 samples exceed 3 time bg for copper – but I could only count 22.  Please check this and tallies for other analytes.

The Animas River downstream of Cement Creek and Mineral Creek at UASW029 has only 94 µg/L dissolved zinc – suggesting impact from Cement Creek does not extend very far downstream from the confluence of the Animas and Cement Creek where the zinc concentration is 2410 µg/L at UASW001.  This is an observation.   Not sure if flow data (dilution?) would have shed light on this or not.

Section 11.2 SEDIMENT RESULTS.  AA regarding “action limits” for sediments.  Additionally, please check  the MCL/MCLG benchmark – we are not aware of any sediment benchmarks in SCDMs.

Section 11.3 SOURCE SAMPLE RESUTLS.  No background source sample was collected.  Not sure if this is an issue for HRS scoring purposes.

Section 14 SUMMARY.  This section should have more detail.  Also the term “observed release” is used.  Please specify that this is an observed release by chemical analysis – which I assume is the intent.






